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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to tine amendment filed on December 23, 2009. 
Claims 1-14 and 20 have been amended. Claims 21-22 have been canceled. No 
claims have been added. Therefore, claims 1-20 are presented for further examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-3, 5-7, 11, 14-15, and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bravo et al.. United States Patent Application Publication 
Number 2002/0177433 (hereinafter Bravo), in view of Hymel et al.. United States Patent 
Application Publication Number 2004/0180648 (hereinafter Hymel). 

4. With respect to claims 1,14, and 20, Bravo teaches an apparatus [= server 120], 

comprising: 

■ wherein the application server component employs the one or more 
communication session restrictions to advise a network components for 
control of a connection of a communication sessions for the mobile 
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communication devices [= restricted item provider 120 sends message to 
access control administrator 130 witli assigned tol<en and instruction to call 
access control administrator, steps 560 and 570 of fig.5]; 

■ wherein upon receipt of an indication [= indicating the user's cellular 
telephone number, paragraph 0013] that the communication session involves 
the mobile communication device, the application server component checks 
[= granting access to user? step 580 of fig.5] the one or more communication 
session restrictions [fig.5]; 

■ wherein the one or more communication session restrictions comprise one or 
more communication session restrictions on incoming communication session 
terminated [= deny access step 595] to the mobile communication device 
[fig-5]. 

However, Bravo does not explicitly teaches an application server component that 
serves to maintain one or more communication session restrictions set by a first user, 
for a communication devices used by a second user, wherein the first user and the 
second user share a billing relationship. 

In a related art, Hymel discloses an application server component [= RAN 
controller] that serves to maintain one or more communication session restrictions [= 
service constrains 221 of fig.2] set by a first user [= parent], for a communication 
devices [=a subordinate device] used by a second user [= child], wherein the first user 
and the second user share a billing relationship [= parent is responsible for the charges 
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while the child needs or enjoys the services] [see fig. 1-2 and paragraphs 0014-0018, 
0030 and 0037-0040]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Bravo in view of Hymel by maintaining one or 
more communication session restrictions set by a first user, for a communication 
devices used by a second user, wherein the first user and the second user share a 
billing relationship because this feature may wish to control or constrain the services 
[Hymel, paragraph 001 6]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention would have been motivated in order to encourage appropriate 
behaviors [Hymel, paragraph 0016]. 

5. With respect to claims 2 and 1 9, Bravo further teaches wherein the first user 
employs one or more websites to set the one or more communication session 
restrictions [= access control administrator 130]; wherein the application server 
component maintains the one or more communication session restrictions set by the 
first user with the one or more websites [= web-site, paragraphs 0004, 0029, and 0032- 
0033]. 

6. With respect to claims 3, 5-7, 11, 15, and 1 7-1 8, Bravo further teaches wherein if 
the one or more communication session restrictions allows the connection of the 
communication session for the mobile communication device, then the application 
server component advises the network component to allow the connection of the 
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communication session for tlie mobile communication device [= permit access, step 590 
of fig. 5]. 



7. Claims 4 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bravo in view of Hymel, as applied in claims 1 and 14 above, in view of Klensin et a!.. 
United States Patent Application Publication Number 2003/0191971 (hereinafter 
Klensin). 



8. With respect to claims 4 and 1 6, Bravo does not explicitly show wherein the 
application server component advises the network component to send a warning of a 
communication session termination to the mobile communication device. 

In a method of and system for controlling Internet access, Klensin discloses 
wherein the application server component advises the network component to send a 
warning of a communication session termination to the mobile communication device [= 
reporting the reason for the blocking and prompting the user either to upgrade to higher 
access level or to appeal the blocking for later parental review, paragraph 0029]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Bravo in view of Hymel, and further in view of 
Klensin by advising the network components to send a warning of communication 
session termination to the mobile communication device because this feature manages 
the violation for the particular customer [Klensin, paragraph 0029]. It is for this reason 
that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been 
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motivated in order to prompt the user either to upgrade to higher access level or to 
appeal the blocking for later parental review [Klensin, paragraph 0029]. 

9. Claims 8-9 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bravo in view of Hymel, as applied in claim 1 above, in view of Karak et al.. United 
States Patent Application Publication Number 2002/016821 (hereinafter Barak). 

1 0. With respect to claim 8, Bravo does not explicitly show wherein the request 
comprises an emergency request, wherein the application server component allows the 
communication session for the mobile communication device. 

In a related art, Barak suggests or discloses wherein the request comprises an 
emergency request, wherein the application server component allows the 
communication session for the mobile communication device [paragraphs 0022-0026 
and 0031]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Bravo in view of Hymel, and further in view of 
Barak by allowing the communication session for the mobile communication device 
because this feature enable the users to monitor and/or view the details of only his or 
her account [Barak, paragraph 0042]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention would have been motivated in order to ensure the 
cost/time of the call does not exceed the remaining account balance [Barak, paragraph 
0034]. 



Application/Control Number: 10/719,453 
Art Unit: 2451 



Page 7 



1 1 . With respect to claim 9, Bravo does not explicitly show wherein the 
communication session comprises an incoming call, wherein the application server 
component sends the incoming call to a messaging component of the mobile 
communication device. 

In a related art, Barak suggests or discloses wherein the communication session 
comprises an incoming call, wherein the application server component sends the 
incoming call to a messaging component of the mobile communication device 
[paragraphs 0022-0026 and 0031]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Bravo in view of Hymel, and further in view of 
Barak by sending the incoming call to a messaging component of the mobile 
communication device because this feature enable the users to monitor and/or view the 
details of only his or her account [Barak, paragraph 0042]. It is for this reason that one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated in order 
to ensure the cost/time of the call does not exceed the remaining account balance 
[Barak, paragraph 0034]. 

12. With respect to claim 1 3, Bravo does not explicitly show wherein the one or more 
of the one or more communication session restrictions comprise one or more of a time 
limit, a session limit, a user limit, and a website limit; wherein the application server 
component employs the one or more of the time limit, the session limit, the user limit. 
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and the website limit to advise the one or more network components for control of the 
one or more connections of the one or more communication sessions for the one or 
more of the one or more mobile communication devices. 

In a related art, Barak suggests or discloses wherein the one or more of the one 
or more communication session restrictions comprise one or more of a time limit, a 
session limit, a user limit, and a website limit; wherein the application server component 
employs the one or more of the time limit, the session limit, the user limit, and the 
website limit to advise the one or more network components for control of the one or 
more connections of the one or more communication sessions for the one or more of 
the one or more mobile communication devices [For instance, call control limitations 
may include budgetary, time, geographic, and other limitation, see abstract and 
paragraphs 0020-0046]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Bravo in view of Hymel, and further in view of 
Barak by employing the one or more of the time limit, the session limit, the user limit, 
and the website limit to advise the one or more network components for control of the 
one or more connections of the one or more communication session for the one or more 
of the one or more mobile communication devices because this feature enable the 
users to monitor and/or view the details of only his or her account [Barak, paragraph 
0042]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
would have been motivated in order to ensure the cost/time of the call does not exceed 
the remaining account balance [Barak, paragraph 0034]. 
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13. Claims 10 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bravo in view of Hymel, as applied to claim 1 above, in view of Barnes, JR., United 
States Patent Application Publication Number 2005/0136949 (hereinafter Barnes). 

14. With respect to claims 10 and 12, Bravo does not explicitly show wherein an 
originator of the incoming call leaves a voice message for a user of the mobile 
communication device, wherein the application server component converts the voice 
message to a short message service message or an email; wherein the application 
server component sends the short message service message or the email through the 
network component to the mobile communication device. 

In a related art, Barnes suggests wherein an originator of the incoming call 
leaves a voice message for a user of the mobile communication device, wherein the 
application server component converts the voice message to a short message service 
message or an email; wherein the application server component sends the short 
message service message or the email through the network component to the mobile 
communication device [paragraph 0387]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify Bravo in view of Hymel, and further in view of 
Barnes by converting the voice message to a short message service message or an 
email because this feature provides a system, method apparatus, and computer 
program product for automatically processing in a wireless network communications 
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[paragraph 0008]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention would have been motivated in order to wirelessly exchange select 
information with other users and system [paragraph 0010]. 



Response to Arguments 

1 5. Applicant's arguments filed December 23, 2009 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive as following: Bravo teaches an apparatus [= server 120], 
comprising: wherein the application server component employs the one or more 
communication session restrictions to advise a network components for control of a 
connection of a communication sessions for the mobile communication devices [= 
restricted item provider 120 sends message to access control administrator 130 with 
assigned token and instruction to call access control administrator, steps 560 and 570 
of fig. 5]; wherein upon receipt of an indication [= indicating the user's cellular telephone 
number, paragraph 0013] that the communication session involves the mobile 
communication device, the application server component checks [= granting access to 
user? step 580 of fig. 5] the one or more communication session restrictions [fig. 5]; 
wherein the one or more communication session restrictions comprise one or more 
communication session restrictions on incoming communication session terminated [= 
deny access step 595] to the mobile communication device [fig. 5]. However, Bravo 
does not explicitly teaches an application server component that serves to maintain one 
or more communication session restrictions set by a first user, for a communication 
devices used by a second user, wherein the first user and the second user share a 
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billing relationship. In a related art, Hymel discloses an application server component [= 
RAN controller] that serves to maintain one or more communication session restrictions 
[= service constrains 221 of fig.2] set by a first user [= parent], for a communication 
devices [=a subordinate device] used by a second user [= child], wherein the first user 
and the second user share a billing relationship [= parent is responsible for the charges 
while the child needs or enjoys the services] [see fig. 1-2 and paragraphs 0014-0018, 
0030 and 0037-0040]. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to modify Bravo in view of Hymel by 
maintaining one or more communication session restrictions set by a first user, for a 
communication devices used by a second user, wherein the first user and the second 
user share a billing relationship because this feature may wish to control or constrain 
the services [Hymel, paragraph 001 6]. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention would have been motivated in order to encourage 
appropriate behaviors [Hymel, paragraph 0016]. 

1 6. In response to the applicant's argument that the applied references do not teach 
or suggest the application server that serves to maintain the communication session 
restrictions, set by the first user, for the mobile communication device used by the 
second user, where the first user and the second user share the billing relationship, the 
examiner respectfully disagrees. Hymel discloses an application server [= RAN 
controller] that serves to maintain one or more communication session restrictions [= 
service constrains 221 of fig.2] set by a first user [= parent], for a communication 
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devices [=a subordinate device] used by a second user [= cliild], wlierein the first user 
and the second user share a billing relationship [= parent is responsible for the charges 
while the child needs or enjoys the services] [see fig. 1-2 and paragraphs 0014-0018, 
0030 and 0037-0040]. Therefore, the combination of Bravo in view of Hymel disclose 
claimed feature as shown above. 

17. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 

are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

18. In response to applicant's argument that removing the capability of service 
constraints from the controller 207 (communication device) and placing it in radio 
access network 107 would destroy the intended function of Hymel, the fact that 
applicant has recognized another advantage which would flow naturally from following 
the suggestion of the prior art cannot be the basis for patentability when the differences 
would otherwise be obvious. See Ex parte Obiaya, 227 USPQ 58, 60 (Bd. Pat. App. & 
Inter. 1985). Therefore, the combination of Hymel with Bravo is proper. 



Conclusion 
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1 9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

20. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nghi V. Tran whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4067. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Nghi Iran 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2451 



/John Follansbee/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2451 



